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REMARKS 

Claims 1-42 were pending in the application at the time the present Office Action 
was mailed. No claims have been added or amended by this response. Claim 42 has 
been cancelled without prejudice. Accordingly, claims 1-41 are now pending in the 
present application. 

Claims 1-42 were rejected in the Office Action. More specifically, the status of 
the claims in light of the Office Action is as follows: 

(A) Claims 1-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting essential steps; 

(B) Claims 1-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 6,1 16,402 to Beach et al. ("Beach"); and 

(C) Claim 42 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Beach. 

The undersigned attorney wishes to thank the Examiner for engaging in a 
telephone interview on January 7, 2004, to discuss the present Office Action. The 
following remarks summarize and expand on the results of the interview and reflect the 
agreements reached between the undersigned attorney and the Examiner during the 
interview. 

A. Response to the Section 112, second paragraph, Rejection of Claims 1-42 

Claims 1-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the 
steps. Specifically, the Office Action maintains that it is not clear what the role of the 
first communication link is in independent claims 1, 13, 20, 32, 37, 38, 40 and 42. 
Independent claim 42 has been cancelled without prejudice. Accordingly, the rejection 
of independent claim 42 is now moot. 

Claim 1 recites that a voucher or token is scanned at a cashier's station to 
retrieve a code, and a database is queried for information associated with the code. 
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Claim 1 further recites that the cashier's station uses a first communication link coupled 
to a back room computer, but a second communication link is used to query the voucher 
or token database for information about the code. 

Figure 1 of the present application illustrates one embodiment of a system for 
performing the method of claim 1 . As described in the corresponding text on pages 4 
and 5 of the present application, the system of Figure 1 includes a cashier station 108 
coupled to a back room computer 104. The link between the cashier station 108 and 
the back room computer 104 can, in one embodiment, be construed as the "first 
communication link" of claim 1. Figure 1 also illustrates a voucher recognition 
subsystem 112 having a first antenna 128. The first antenna 128 on the voucher 
recognition subsystem 112 is coupled to a second antenna 132 on a kiosk 116. A 
communications link between the first antenna 128 and the second antenna 132 can, in 
one embodiment, be construed as the "second communication link" of claim 1. 

The Office Action refers the applicants to MPEP §2172.01 for information 
regarding Section 112 rejections such as the current rejection. This section of the 
MPEP, however, expressly cites Ex parte Nolden to clarify that "[l]t is not essential to a 
patentable combination that there be interdependency between the elements of the 
claimed device or that all the elements operate concurrently toward the desired result." 
(Ex parte Nolden, 149 USPQ 378, 380 (Bd. Pat. App. 1965); emphasis added). Further, 
"The Examiner's focus during examination of claims for compliance with the 
requirement for definiteness of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, is whether the claim 
meets the threshold requirements of clarity and precision, not whether more suitable 
language or modes of expression are available ." (MPEP 2173.02; emphasis added). 

The MPEP further clarifies that "the essential inquiry pertaining to this 
requirement is whether the claim set out and circumscribed a particular subject matter 
with a reasonable degree of clarity and particularity. Definiteness of claim language 
must be analyzed, not in a vacuum, but in light of: 

(A) The content of the particular application disclosure; 

(B) The teachings of the prior art; and 
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(C) The claim interpretation that would be given by one possessing the 
ordinary levels of skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made." 
(MPEP 2173.02; emphasis added.) 

Applicants respectfully submit that when the language of claim 1 is analyzed in 
light of "the content of the particular application" as the MPEP requires, claim 1 meets 
the threshold requirements of clarity and precision and particularly points out and 
distinctly defines the subject matter which applicants regard as their invention. 
Accordingly, the Section 112 rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

The remaining independent claims 13, 20, 32, 37, 38 and 40 were rejected on 
the same basis as claim 1. Accordingly, for the reasons discussed above, the Section 
112 rejection of these independent claims should also be withdrawn. Dependent claims 
2-12, 21-31, 33-36 and 39 were included in this Section 112 rejection because they 
depend from one of the independent claims discussed above. Accordingly, the Section 
112 rejection of these dependent claims should also be withdrawn. 

B. Response to the Section 102 Rejection of Claims 1-42 

Claims 1-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Beach. The specification of the present application has been amended in accordance 
with 37 C.F.R. § 1.78(a)(2) to clarify that the present application is a Continuation-ln- 
Part application of Beach (i.e., a Continuation-ln-Part application of co-pending U.S. 
Patent Application No. 09/178,441 , which issued as U.S. Patent No. 6,1 16,402 to Beach 
et al.) Accordingly, Beach is no longer available as a prior art reference vis-a-vis the 
present application. Therefore, the Section 102 rejection of claims 1-41 in view of 
Beach should be withdrawn, 

C. Response to the Section 103 Rejection of Claim 42 

Claim 42 has been cancelled without prejudice by this response. Accordingly, 
the rejection of claim 42 is now moot. 
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D. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, the claims pending in the application comply with 35 
U.S.C. §112. Therefore, a Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner has any questions or believes another telephone conference would expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is encouraged to call the undersigned at 
(206) 359-6351. 



Correspondence Address: 

Customer No. 25096 
Perkins Coie LLP 
P.O. Box 1247 

Seattle, Washington 981 1 1-1247 
(206) 359-8000 



Respectfully submitted, 
Perkins Coie LLP 




Stephen E. Arnett 
Registration No. 47,392 
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